income (GNI), let alone the 0.7 percent level that the United Nations and the aECD's Development Assistance Committee (DAC) recommend.' Korea-which became a member of the aECD in 1996 and a member of the DAC in January 2010-spent 0.12 percent of its GNI for aDA in 2011. Even 0.12 percent was an increase from earlier years.
Bilateral aDA, like multilateral aDA, consists of grants and soft loans and has mostly accounted for over 70 percent of Korea's net aDA to Africa. African countries have collectively received 29-39 percent of the world's annual bilateral aDA to developing countries. Their share of Korean bilateral aDA to developing countries, however, has been much lower. As Figure 1 shows, it had been less than 9 percent until it increased to 12.7 percent in 2006, with the launch of Korea's Initiative for Africa's Development-a policy turning point and road map for Korean foreign policy toward Africa. In March 2006, former President Roh Moo-hyun declared Korea's Initiative for Africa's Development during his visit to Algeria, Egypt, and Nigeria. In line with the United Nations (UN) Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), adopted at the UN summit in 2000, the initiative puts poverty reduction and socioeconomic development of African countries in the forefront. Since the launch of the initiative, as Table 1 shows, the volume of Korean aDA to Africa has gradually increased, though it has been far short of the volumes of the major bilateral donors to Africa.
Africa is home to thirty-three LDCs on the UN's list of fortyeight LDCs. The World Bank (2013a) indicates that there is no high- Source: The percentages were calculated based on the data in GEeD (2013a).
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1598240800008936
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 54.70.40.11, on 22 Jul 2019 at 11:37:27, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of income economy in Africa and only several countries (e.g., Botswana, Gabon, Libya, Mauritius, Namibia, Seychelles, and South Africa) are upper-middle-income economies. Despite their shared needs for development assistance, the size of Korean aDA has varied significantly across African countries. While some countries received millions of dollars, others received none. What can explain this variation? Korea takes great pride in its transformation from an LDC to a donor. How, then, does Korea approach its new role as a donor? As a former LDC that understands the pains of abject poverty, does it take a purely humanitarian approach as anyone might expect, an approach driven by self-interest, or both? In this study we answer these questions by examining the determinants of Korea's bilateral aDA to Africa, where LDCs are concentrated. We found that Korean aDA tends to favor LDCs and countries with good human rights records and yet to prefer large crude oil exporting countries and countries with high economic growth rates. However, we found little empirical evidence for the view that Korea uses its aDA as a means of promoting democracy and its export and foreign direct investment in recipient countries. Numerous studies have examined the determinants of bilateral aDA and some studies have focused on Korean aDA (Choi 2011; Chun, Munyi, and Lee 2010; Kim and Oh 2012; Lumsdaine and Schopf 2007 ). Yet, few have focused on Korean aDA to Africa, due mainly to the dearth of scholarly interest in Korea-Africa relations hitherto along with the short history and small size of Korean aDA to Africa. Furthermore, no study on the determinants of Korean aDA (Gabon, Kenya, Nigeria, and Senegal) . Korea had maintained a so-called one-Korea policy-which prevented African countries from having simultaneous diplomatic relations with the two Koreas-until it abandoned the policy in 1973 to gain African support for its position on such issues as UN membership:' and unification (Lee 2011, 144) . This policy change was necessary because, by the early 1970s, African countries not only formed a large voting bloc at the UN General Assembly but also played an important role in the Non-Aligned Movement, whose members accounted for 40 percent of the UN membership (MOFAT 2009a, 174 What, then, led Korea-which had had only a marginal interest in Africa-to the launch of Korea's Initiative for Africa's Development? Korea had never made such a formal declaration for Africa before. The Korean motives for the initiative appear to be threefold. While one motive was humanitarian, the other two were driven by self-interest. According to the MOFAT (2009a, 215) , Korea, as a former LDC and recipient of ODA, has a moral obligation to respond to Africa's poverty, which it sees as one of the global challenges requiring collective efforts by the global community to solve. The initiative also stemmed from Korea's broader vision to become a "global Korea" that commands an international reputation commensurate with its global economic standing. In this sense, the initiative can be viewed as a Korean effort to position itself as a rising power. Without contributions to the needs of the global community, materializing such a vision would be difficult. In fact, diplomatic white papers of the MOFAT suggest that Korea has used ODA as one of the tools to enhance Korea's global prestige."
Finally, the launch of the initiative was also viewed as Korea's reaction to the growing economic activities of such non-European countries as China, Japan, India, and Turkey in Africa. In recent years, Brazil and Russia also joined the club of new actors in Africa and are expanding their involvement in the continent through trade, investment, summits with African heads of state, and high-level diplomatic and economic discourse. No emerging economy, however, has ever matched the scale and scope of China's engagement in Africa as a use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1598240800008936 Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 54.70.40.11, on 22 Jul 2019 at 11:37:27, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of donor, investor, and trade partner (Alden and Large 2011, 24; Schoeman 2011, 49) . Other emerging economies, including Korea, have followed China's lead in Africa. Having observed the increasing level of engagement of those nonconventional actors-particularly Korea's archrivals, China and Japan-in Africa, Korea might not have wanted to be left out of the new competition in contemporary Africa, a phenomenon Melber and Southall (2009, xix) dubbed "a new scramble for Africa." Particularly, China's meteoric rise in Africa might have become a wake-up call to Korea's low-key foreign policy posture toward the continent.
With vast deposits of untapped energy and mineral resources and market potential, Africa has attracted much attention from the emerging economies, which are in need of the resources it possesses. In addition, the significant decrease in the number of conflicts that mired Africa's economic development, average economic growth rates above 4-5 percent in the 2000s, and Africa's interest in expanding external trade and foreign investment have projected a more positive outlook and stirred up the interests of those new actors on the continent. In "Africa Rising" (2011, 13) , the Economist writes, "In eight of the past ten years, Africa has grown faster than East Asia, including Japan." The growing global demand for Africa's energy resources may have contributed to the continent's higher economic growth (Melber and Southall 2009, xix) . However, even some non-oil producing countries (e.g., Ethiopia, Rwanda, Tanzania, and Uganda) have recorded high growth rates. According to Kapstein (2009, 119) , while the West adopts "various forms of protectionism, Africa remains open for business-promoting trade, foreign direct investment, and domestic entrepreneurship."
Determinants of Bilateral ODA: A Review of Literature
ODA has provided critical resources for development in Africa (Tuman and Ayoub 2004, 43) . Though the objective of ODA is to improve the socioeconomic well-being of the poor in developing countries, many donors have used ODA as a foreign policy tool to serve their own interests (Kang and Meernik 2004, 151; Maizels and Nissanke 1984, 879; Marysse, Ansoms, and Cassimon 2007, 433; Quinn and Simon 2006, 295) . Bilateral ODA-given directly and discretionarily to recipient countries-is more vulnerable to donor interests than multilateral ODA-which is indirectly distributed to use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1598240800008936 recipient countries through international organizations (Easterly 2006,49) .
A number of divergent factors have influenced bilateral ODA disbursement and the determinants have varied across donors and time periods. According to Tjenneland (1998, 187) ; Eyinla (1999, 409); Kang and Meernik (2004); and Lundsgaarde, Breunig, and Prakash (2007, 168) , while strategic and ideological interests preoccupied donor aid considerations during the Cold War, nonstrategic and nonideological concerns that had taken a backseat during those years gained prominence after the end of the Cold War as the major determinants of ODA. During the Cold War, whether a country bordered a communist state or a Soviet ally, faced a communist insurgency, or was anticommunist was important in determining Western ODA disbursement (Chan 1992,6) . With the collapse of communism and the Soviet Union, rationales for providing aid based on those factors lost their legitimacy (Eyinla 1999, 409; Szirmai 2005, 587) .
The extant literature has discussed donor economic interests and the political and economic conditions of potential recipients as the prominent determinants of ODA distribution in the post-Cold War era. Specifically, for donor economic interests, it has focused on trade, foreign investment, and energy needs. For the political and economic conditions of potential recipients, it has focused on good governance and economic development. In explaining Korean ODA, Lumsdaine and Schopf (2007, 231) state that "in the initial years, the Korean government appears to have employed ODA primarily to gain political and diplomatic advantages in relation to North Korea." However, "following the end of the Cold War, it has used ODA as a means to economic gains, to deepen Korea's trade ties with developing countries, and to increase its foreign direct investment (FDI) in those countries" (Lumsdaine and Schopf 2007, 231) . As a result, "much of Korean ODA was channeled to Korea's trading partners and countries that received Korean FDI" (Lumsdaine and Schopf 2007,233) . Watson (2011, 60) also states that Korea utilizes ODA as a strategy to expand its economic gains in recipient countries. Kim and Oh (2012, 265) , who examined the determinants of Korean ODA, found economic interests, as measured by trade, statistically significant and positive. Likewise, Tuman and Ayoub (2004, 49) , on the determinants of Japanese ODA to Africa, report that Japan gives more ODA to larger trading partners.
Others (Chun, Munyi, and Lee 2010, 797; Lee 2009, 344; Park 2006, 64) state that Korean ODA disbursement has also been moti-vated by energy needs. According to Kalinowski and Cho (2012, 250) , the intention behind the recent increase in Korean ODA to Africa is to have greater access to natural resources in Africa, particularly oil. Korea-which imports 90 percent of its energy needs-is the tenth largest consumer and eighth largest importer of oil (MOFAT 2009c, 25) . Korea has imported over 80 percent of its energy from the volatile Middle East, and has explored other regions to diversify its energy sources (MOFAT 2009a, 250) . Africa, along with Central Asia and Central America, is among the regions Korea has explored (Lee 2009, 344; MOFAT 2009c; Park 2006, 63) . If President Chun's visit in 1982 was to garner African support for Korea on North-South Korean issues and enhance the visibility of Korea in Africa, President Roh's visit to the three oil-producing African countries in 2006 was an effort to expand Korea's access to energy (MOFAT 2006) .
Other fast-growing economies, such as China and India, who have also viewed Africa as an important market, source of energy, and destination for their FDI, have closely tied their bilateral ODA to trade, investment, and energy needs (Lumumba-Kasongo 2011, 255; Samy 2010, 76; Schoeman 2011,42; Woods 2008 Woods , 1218 . Carvalho, Kim, and Potter (2012) , who compared the aid flows of Japan, Korea, and China to Africa, report that economic interests (securing markets and natural resources) have played a key role in determining aid levels, though poverty reduction has also been a consideration. According to Brautigam (2009, 278) , China has also used aid as an instrument to contain Taiwan in Africa, by giving aid to countries practicing the "one-China policy."
Since the end of the Cold War, good governance has become a mantra of both bilateral and multilateral donors to enhance the aid effectiveness for poverty reduction and socioeconomic development. Donors, who believe that the economic problems in developing countries originated from poor governance, have required good governance as a prerequisite for aid (Nanda 2006, 274) . They also believe that "aid works better" in countries practicing good governance (Schiere 2010, 618) . As such, Korea's Initiative for Africa's Development emphasizes that countries practicing good governance receive priority for the allocation of increased Korean ODA. According to Eyinla (1999, 429) , Japan has also moved toward using aid as a means to promote good governance, and has tied its aid to political conditions in recipient countries. With a wide range of meanings of good governance, donors have increasingly emphasized political reform toward democracy and respect for human rights (Neumayer 2003b, 102; Sengupta 2002 Sengupta , 1434  use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1598240800008936 Tjenneland 1998, 188) . According to diplomatic white papers of the MaFAT, Korea has also upheld these values as its foreign policy goals.
The findings of empirical studies on the effects of democracy and human rights on aDA disbursement, however, have been mixed, due mainly to various temporal domains, measurements of variables, and single-donor case studies. While Neumayer (2003a) found human rights conditions in recipient countries often statistically insignificant for bilateral and multilateral aid flows, Tuman and Ayoub (2004, 50) and Tuman, Strand, and Emmert (2009, 232) found human rights records to be one of the significant determinants of Japan's aDA allocation. Contrary to expectations, some studies found a negative relationship between human rights records and the size of aDA. According to Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz (2009), countries with poor human rights records receive larger US aid in the post-Cold War era. Meernik, Krueger, and Poe (1998, 78-79 ) also found countries with worse human rights records to be recipients of larger US aid. As for the relationship between democracy and the amount of aid, Alesina and Weder (2002, 1136) and Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz (2009) found that the United States is likely to give more aDA to democracies. However, according to Meernik, Krueger, and Poe (1998, 78) , the United States provided more aid to more democratic states only during the Cold War. In the case of aECD aid, Kang and Meernik (2004, 164) found, the relationship is insignificant.
Some studies examined the impact of the socioeconomic conditions of recipient countries on aDA disbursement. According to Neumayer (2003a, 523) , poorer countries receive greater aDA. Studies by Eyinla (1999, 413) and Tuman and Ayoub (2004, 50) on Japanese aDA to Africa found that Japan gives more to poorer countries. The Canadian case also suggests that the lower a country's per capita income level, the higher Canadian aDA a country is likely to receive (Macdonald and Hoddinott 2004, 308) . ather explanatory variables of aDA disbursement discussed in the literature are colonial history and proximity. These variables, however, are irrelevant to Korea, which has no colonial ties with Africa and has no African country sharing its borders.
Research Design
To examine the determinants of Korean aDA to Africa, we employ a time series cross-sectional design, covering fifty-one countries from 1991 to 2011. Of fifty-four countries in Africa today, we exclude Somalia, which has had no functional government since 1991, and Eritrea and South Sudan, which became independent in 1993 and 2011, respectively. Though the history of Korean aDA to Africa dates back to the 1960s, 6 we choose 1991 as the first year of our observation, because Korea became an emerging, yet modest, aDA donor to Africa only in the 1990s. In addition, since the end of the Cold War and the simultaneous UN membership of the two Koreas in 1991, containment of North Korea in the African continent has lost its justification as a motive for Korean aDA. Therefore, we assume that post-Cold War Korean aDA to Africa has been driven by motives other than containment of North Korea.
Dependent Variable
The dependent variable of this study is Korean aDA to each African country for each year measured by net aDA per capita (constant 2011 US dollars)." Donors tend to give more aid to countries with large populations (Moss 2011,148) . Thus, to control for the variation in population size across the countries, we scale down net aDA to net aDA per capita." We also note that the dependent variable has a relatively small number of negative values (24 out of 702 observations), due to the repayments made for past loans (e.g., Ghana, 1999 Ghana, -2002 Nigeria, 1995 Nigeria, -1998 Nigeria, , 2001 Nigeria, -2005 Nigeria, , and 2007 Uganda, 1999; Kenya, 2000 Kenya, -2004 and Tunisia, 2005-2007) . We censor those negative values into zero.
Because the transformed dependent variable is censored, we use a panel Tobit model as our primary estimation technique." Tobit takes into account the probabilities that some observations are censored, and accordingly adjusts the estimation results that could be biased with normal ordinary least squares (aLS) estimation. Though the number of censored observations in our study is relatively small (24 out of 702 observations), using a Tobit model, we believe, is a conservative choice that can address a potential bias.
Explanatory Variables
This study has three groups of explanatory variables: Korean economic interests, political conditions of African countries, and socioeconomic conditions of African countries. We measure Korean economic interests by Korean exports, net FDI, and energy needs. Exports and net FDI are measured in millions of current US dollars, available for all of the years of this study. 10 We scale down Korean exports and net FDI to Korean exports and net FDI per capita, respectively. Most of Korean oil imports are crude oil (International Energy Agency 2011), and we operationalize Korean energy needs by the amount of crude oil exports of each country in thousands of barrels per day.11 We expect that the greater the export and investment ties Korea has with a country, the larger the ODA Korea disburses to a country. We also expect that Korea is likely to give more ODA to larger crude oil exporters to secure its energy sources, which the Korean government views as the most important national concern (MOFAT 2006, 187) . Thus, the hypothesized relationship between each of these economic interest variables (Korean exports, FDI, and energy needs) and the size of Korean ODA is positive.
We measure political conditions of potential recipient countries by levels of democratization and respect for human rights, respectively. Because the initiative emphasizes good governance for increased ODA, we expect that Korea disburses larger ODA amounts to countries with higher levels of democratization and respect for human rights. To measure levels of democratization, we use the Freedom House (2012a) political rights scores-which are based on such indicators as free and fair elections, citizens' right to organize political parties and other political groupings, the existence of significant opposition, freedom from domination by powerful groups, and autonomy or participation of minority groups in the decisionmaking process." The political rights scores range from 1 to 7, with 1 representing the most democratic and free and 7 the least democratic and free. On the 1-to-7 scale, countries whose scores fall within the range of 1.0-2.5 are designated "free"; those in the 3.0-5.0 range "partly free"; and those in the 5.5-7.0 range "not free" (Freedom House 2013) . Because Freedom House assigns lower scores for higher levels of democratization, we invert the Freedom House scores to indicate higher degrees of democratization with higher scores. We measure human rights conditions by the Political Terror Scale (PTS), created by Gibney, Cornett, and Wood (2012) . The PTS measures levels of state-sanctioned terror, such as killings, torture, disappearances, and political imprisonment. It ranges from 1 to 5, with 5 representing the highest level of state-sanctioned terror. The scale presents two scores for each country (one from Amnesty International and the other from the US Department of State). For countries with two different scores, we average the two to create a single score. Because the scale assigns higher scores for poorer human rights records, we also rescale the scores by inverting them to indicate better human rights records with higher scores.
We measure countries' socioeconomic conditions by LDC status" and real GDP growth rate." The Korean government notes that the initiative takes the "poverty index and development needs" into consideration (MOFAT 2009b, 218) . Its scope of consideration for aid, therefore, is broader than income per capita used by many ODA studies to measure poverty levels. LDC status, determined by multiple criteria (per capita income, human capital, and economic vulnerability), appears to be a composite indicator of a country's socioeconomic well-being compatible with Korea's consideration for aid. The criteria used to select LDCs have been modified over time with updated information and data, but the basic principle has remained unchanged (United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs 2012). The date of inclusion on the UN LDC list varies across the countries. Of the fifty-one cases in this study, thirty-one are currently LDCs. Botswana and Cape Verde graduated from the list in December 1994 and 2007, respectively (United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs 2013b). To examine the significance of LDC status on Korean ODA, we create a dummy variable, LDC. We code LDCs 1, and 0 otherwise. The coefficient of this dummy variable indicates the differential effect of LDC status on Korean ODA. We expect that Korea disburses larger ODA amounts to LDCs, and the differential effect of LDC status is positive. The real GDP growth rate is a reliable barometer for true national economic performance and potential. We expect that Korea gives greater ODA to countries with lower GDP growth rates to foster higher economic growth. However, it is also probable for Korea to give more aid to countries with higher GDP growth rates to achieve better results with its assistance and/or to cultivate its future markets. The aforementioned Korea-Africa Economic Cooperation Conference and the Korea-Africa Industry Cooperation Forum have projected a gradual increase in trade between Korea and Africa. Thus, the hypothesized relationship between GDP growth rate and Korean ODA is either positive or negative.
To control for the effect of Korea's Initiative for Africa's Development, we include a dummy variable, Initiative, which codes the years since 2006 as 1, and as 0 otherwise. The coefficient of Initiative points out the differential effect of the initiative. We expect that the amount of Korean ODA, on average, increases after the launch of the initiative, and the coefficient for Initiative is positive and significant.
In addition to this additive effect, we believe, the initiative modifies the effects of other variables, particularly the effect of LDC stause, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1598240800008936 tus, because the initiative intends to alleviate poverty and improve socioeconomic conditions in Africa. Considering the initiative's purpose, there may be interaction between Initiative and LDC status. Specifically, we expect that the marginal effect of LDC status on aDA disbursement remains positive, regardless of the time period (before or during the initiative), but the size of the effect is much larger during the initiative period. In other words, though LDC status is generally considered to be one of the determinants of Korean aDA, it receives much more consideration after the launch of the initiative. Our main interest, therefore, is to assess the marginal effect of LDC status on Korean aDA disbursement given a change in the time period (before or during the initiative). To capture this conditional effect, we create an interaction variable, LDC*Initiative, and formulate an interaction model as follows:
From this model, the marginal effect of LDC status on aDA is
where the effect of LDC status is /31 when the initiative is 0, but it is /31 + /33 when the initiative is 1. We expect the coefficients for both LDC status and the interaction term (/31 and /33) to be positive. We assume that aDA disbursement decisions for a given year are usually made based on the economic interests of the donor and the conditions of potential recipient countries prior to that year, and all of the independent variables, except for Initiative, have a one-year lag (t -1). Table 2 reports the results of the panel Tobit analysis. Specifically, Models 1, 2, and 3 report the results of the additive models-which examine the discrete effect of each explanatory variable on Korean aDA. The bulk of the literature suggests that democratization and human rights might be correlated. To test whether there is a multicollinearity problem, we ran two restricted models: one excluding the democratization variable (Model 2) and the other excluding the human rights variable (Model 3). Though the two variables are moderately correlated (0.5354), the results of Models 2 and 3 do not use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1598240800008936 Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 54.70.40.11, on 22 Jul 2019 at 11:37:27, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of change the main findings of Models 1 and 4, which include both democratization and human rights." A closer look at the data also suggests that democratization and human rights in Africa-where most countries are still making a transition toward democracy-are not as significantly correlated as we may think, though the relationship between the two is positive. For example, the human rights scores of South Africa, viewed as one of the most democratic states in Africa, have been lower than those of other countries whose political rights scores are much lower. Ghana has much higher political rights scores than Rwanda, but the human rights scores of the two countries show very little difference. These observations suggest that the positive relationship between democracy and human rights in democratizing or unconsolidated democracies is insubstantial; democratic reform does not have an immediate effect on human rights. Model 4, our interaction model, presents the estimation results, including the result of the interaction term we created to examine the marginal effect of LDC status on Korean aDA.
Findings
The results of the additive models (Models 1,2, and 3) show that among the Korean economic interest variables, only the oil variable is statistically significant in the hypothesized direction. Korea tends to give more aDA to large crude oil exporting countries." However, the view that Korea has used aDA as a means to promote its trade and FDI is not supported when tested in the context of Africa. Korean exports and FDI have no significant effect, perhaps because of their concentration in a handful of African countries and small volumes. Though Africa's share of Korean exports and investment has increased over time, it has remained the lowest (MaFAT 2009c, 27-33) . For example, Africa's share of Korean exports and FDI during the period 2005-2009 was only around 3 percent and 1.5 percent, respectively (Kang 2011, 1,4) .
As we expected, LDC status is an important determinant of Korean aDA. LDCs, on average, are likely to receive more aDA. Yet, Korea gives more aDA to countries with high economic growth rates, implying that Korea ties economic growth rate to a potential to produce tangible results with its assistance and/or to become its future market. Does Korea's Initiative for Africa's Development make any difference in aDA disbursement? The coefficient for Initiative is positive and significant in all three additive models. Korea, on average, gives more aDA to African countries during the initiative period. Model 4, which includes the interaction term between Initiative and use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1598240800008936 LDC status, tests the modifying effect of the initiative on the relationship between LDC status and aDA disbursement. As we expected, the coefficient of the interaction term is positive and significant, indicating that the initiative positively modifies the effect of LDC status on aDA. Specifically, the effect of LDC status on aDA is much larger during the initiative than in the pre-initiative period. This is an important dynamic the additive models (Models 1, 2, and 3)-which assume that the differential effect of the dummy variable LDC is constant across the two values of Initiative-could not capture. Apparently, the effect of LDC status is not constant across the values of Initiative. LDCs, on average, receive more Korea aDA after the launch of the initiative than in the pre-initiative period; Korea differentiates LDCs from non-LDCs for its aDA under the initiative. Figure 2 further demonstrates the marginal effect of LDC status on aDA with the change in the value of Initiative. The X axis represents the Korea initiative and the Y axis represents the size of marginal effect of LDC status on aDA given a value of X. The two dots represent the estimated marginal effects before and during the initiative, respectively. The two dashed lines indicate 95 percent confidence intervals (CIs). As we expected, LDC status has a positive effect on aDA, and the size of the effect is larger during the initiative period. However, the effect of LDC status, before the initiative, is not statistically significant, though positive. As Figure 2 shows, the 95 percent CI crosses 0 when the value of Initiative is 0, suggesting that the effect of LDC status in the pre-initiative period was not statistically different from 0 and therefore had no effect. The impact of LDC status becomes significant only after the launch of the initiative. This finding implies that in the pre-initiative period, low levels of socioeconomic status, generally considered as a significant determinant, did not influence Korean aDA. Low levels of socioeconomic status began to matter only with the launch of the initiative.
In summary, it is clear that LDC status plays a crucial role in determining the size of Korean aDA since the launch of the initiative. Though the Korean aDA flow driven by the LDC status and human rights records of potential recipients is in line with the humanitarian goals of the initiative, Korean aDA is not detached from the country's interest in securing oil sources. Korea's larger aDA to countries with higher levels of economic growth also suggests that Korea has a bias toward countries where its aid is most likely to have a positive effect on itself. In other words, it pragmatically distributes its aDA to make its development assistance worthy of investment to serve its interests.
Conclusion
In this study we examined how Korea, a former aDA recipient, has approached aid by analyzing the determinants of Korean aDA to Africa from 1991 to 2011, with an emphasis on the effect of Korea's Initiative for Africa's Development. Korea's bias toward LDCs, large oil exporters, and countries with good human rights records and high economic growth rates suggests that the motive of Korean aDA to Africa is both humanitarian and driven by self-interest. Thus, Korea's approach to aDA does not differ significantly from that of many established donors with no experience of transformation from an LDC to a donor. The significant rise in bilateral aDA to Africa by emerging donors in recent years has generated much scholarly interest in their motives-whether their motives are humanitarian or self-interest driven given their past experience as aDA recipients. African countries also have been cautiously watching whether the new players in the continent would be different from the old ones, which they believe victimized them with the slave trade, colonialism, and neocolonialism. As an emerging donor, Korea has much to learn from both positive and negative experiences of the well-established donors in the DAC. Considering that aDA motivated by donor interests has not generated positive sentiments in recipient countries, Korea's aDA distribution focusing on LDCs is a step in the right direction. However, Korea's bias toward large oil exporting countries and countries with high economic growth rates does not bode well for the "Global Korea" it envisions. Chungshik Moon is a lecturer at the School of Politics and International Relations at Australian National University. His research is concerned with how domestic and international institutions affect governments' policy choices with a particular interest in the causes and effects of economic globalization and development, institutional performance in autocracies, and quantitative methodology. His work examining the variation of foreign direct investment in autocratic countries is forthcoming in International Studies Quarterly.
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